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Martens (R)

R, Martens' hypothesis that an audience acts as a

stiaulus to elicit arouszl or drive in the performance of an
individual, which in turn enhance& the emission of the dominant
habit, is reexamined. Where incorrect responses are dominant,
léearning of a novel task will be inhibited, or at least improveament
will not be as rapid as for individuvuals performing alone.
Oncomplicated motcr learning tasks were used, in a partial
replication of Marten's procedures, to examine the effect of the
following four conditions: audience present/videotape present;
audience present/videotape absent; audience absent/videotape present;
and audience absent/videotape absent. Results indicated that in the
initial stages of motor learning subjects performing before an
audience were more variable in their performance than subjects
performing without an audience. Subjects reported the presence of an

.audience provided greater arousal, ard in- some cases this arousal was

shown to be positively correlated to their performance scores.
Overall, the findings indicated that audience effects account for
only a small portion of variance in motor behavior. (JD)
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Abstract

This study partially replicated Martens' (1969a) social facilitation
study of wotor behavior. His very robust performance findings provided
impressive confirmation for Zajgnc's hypotnesis, and his arousal findings
have since been used as evidence for a nonlearned-drive basis for
social facilitation. The present study also extended Martens' investigation
by examining the separate and combined effects of an audience and videotape
camera. The effects due to the presence of the audience and camera were
rot additive; instead, the audience detrimentally effected subjects'
performancg consistency and the camera resulted in more trials err + 30
msec after the performance criteria had been attained. Martens' most
robust findings for constant error were not replicated, nor were some of
his physiological arousal findings. His pattern of constant error
results over all trials i§ atypical of known learning strategies that
subjects use to reduce error over successive trials. Overall, our
findings are in accord with most social facilitation studies of motor
behavior where the audience effects account for only a very small portion

of the variance.
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Social Facilitation During the Initial Stage of Motor

learning: A Re-examination of Marrens' Audience Study

The performance of individuals aleone cowpared to their performance
in the presence of an audience has bheen a pervasive socigl psvcholegical
issue which Zajonc (1965) and later Cottrell (1972) called social
facilitation. Based on a post hoc ana.ysis of previous social facilitation
studies, Zajonc employed constructz porrowed from Hullian drive theory
to formulate a social facilitation hypothesis. This hypothesis maintains
that an audience acts as a stimulus to elicit arousal or drive, which in
turn enhances the emission of the dominant habit. Where incorrect
responses are dominant, learning of a novel task will be inhibited, or
at least improvement will not be as rapid as for individuals\performing
alone. During the later stages of learning (dominant responses mainly
correct) increases in arcusal should improve performagce.

Perhaps the most impreesive support for Zajonc's hypothesis initially

came from Martens' (1968) doctoral dissertation research which was later

reported in the Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, the

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, and Research Quarterly (Martens,

196%a, b, c). Unlike the early tests with verbal taske @.g., Zajorc &
Sales, 1966), !artens' support for the hypothesis was the most comprehensive
becausz corroborative evidence for physiological arousal was providégf

for both initial and later stages of motor learning. 1n addition, some

of Martens' audience effects2 were much stronger ( 2 = 13-15%) than

those typically achieved with verbal tasks ( 2 2-5%). With few

exceptions, more recent studies of ridlence effects on motor behavior

have shown small, ard often incongistent, audience effects (see Landers
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& McCullagh, 1976 tor o review), comctdering the pro oxfating Hatens'
vesults, the weaker fandivge 1eported Ty centenjoaay fuvent o aters have
generally been attributed te methodolepical nadequacies to providing
audiences of rufticlient size to #}i(it'ﬂlﬂﬂhﬂ}. and te noet apecifyiong n
priori the habit strength on the motor task erploved., A wore-ult,
Martens' (1969a, b, ¢,) resecarch has been censiatently clted an omalor
evidence for Zajonc's hypothesis and has been used ar a protetvpe for
social facilitation research on motor behavior.

In the psycholfgy literature (Weiss & Miller, 1971, Zajonc, Note
3), the theoretical significance attached to the pattern of the physiological
respenses displayed by subjects in Martens' alone and audience conditions
have received greater attention than the robustness of Martens' performance
findings. Zajonc (Note 3) uses the elevated palmar ;weating found by
Martens (1969a, b, ¢) to argue that the drive level produced by an
audience is not an aversive drive, like pain and frustration. These
aversive drives are learned and are generally subject to habituation
effects over successive trisls., Martens (1969a, b, c) offers the only
physiological evidence which shows an enduring pattern over 15 trials
without any trace of habituation. More recent evidence, however, does
not support Zajonc's (Note 3) innately acquired drive interpretation.
For example, Cohen and Davis' (1973) data clearly show habituation of
palmar sweating over the course of learning triuls. Thev also found
resulte that were directionally opposite those found by Martens. In the
Cohen and Davis studyv palmar sweating in the presence of an audience

. . . .
actually decreased from a pre-experimental basal state, whereas increases

were noted in Martens' experiment. Such digparate palmar sweating




o el YTaotlitat fon

I O B S P N 1 P TS B P B P T T T BT P FOREE SR I R S AT

ISE RS R P L S O O L T S T T T I e L IR e Y I R L
e ot ot erd iut fon {» t&'l‘-it"l. [ syt t e v Iiy wba the, tre i b oo et
noctal Pttt i 4 o dearred aerantcr e ftetireld H wea § 5 A
Mither, D070 o an dopatels aonutved i e £, a0 . e g

Fhe dater;

pret LRI R P O A R 1T vt cthie s b e mt fyateas omie e n-cnal i

. L3 .
extrage latfons fr01 *arteno {104y ) C} e meaTdE e prt e, Podoptunate ],
| i +

frpvrtant cnprrdrental detalln were cpttted o Martene' nrticlen Phe

complete vnpericental protecol Martenn, 196E) clearly tndicaten that

while nulde tn were obaerved by an evalustive audlence, they on Hlno |
H ¥ ¥

v e themaelven onoa videctare monitor, ihey were told that hetlr peytorren: e

wenld e cldectaped and later shown to cvalunt fve ot aabiierte In

this audlence/vide stape conditfon were «nmp.y/t; n piroup peifoindop

dalone. It In therefor:s dnpoeasd{ble to attribate Martens' performance and
i H

arousal findloge olely 1o a "parslve” audlence.  The natare of this

Eighly evaluative cxperfoetal treatoeat may aciount for Martenn' urusunliy
rebust pertormance findings sccompanied by hefpghtened arousal, unatfected

by habituation, This frterpretation is supperted by the findinge of

|
|
|
|
|
|
\
|
|
J
|
|

Coten and Pavie (19713, They conclonded that thefr video canera sondit fon,

compared te g "hypothetdical aodflence” crudltion (bhebind o one-was mirrarg,

showed stroager "aet eftects” and wal vory reasctive o ralntalning

subjecta' {nitlal aicusal level,

Altnieugh tohen and Davie (19743 cxriaed the siparate effecte ot g

hopcthetical andience and vider -camsra, the contined « ftecre relatdue 1-

Aan alone contrel cenddition have pot Yaern o sxer tped dn the v tes belarriaor

TMterature.  The purjoese of the jresent rvds thoretore was o oo T ats
1

N ' 3 H s - H . N - -
Har bt e ratbs £ ard te eaan Ine the sttt o rty 0T ot e s




fota, bar ot tar v g |
. .
A B oLyl . e Dl . 54 P A epl . PR 4 . Eoeo- N
R L s, g .!"“- - e . P . L L o € £ . |
I R fs . el : 2ok L B Tt o, o] T P
|
R . PR ., . e T |
: , . !
Peac g Pirter b oot : P B L L T L }
~Tpe TP * B T L L RS A
e, .
R 1 i - ¢
I L2 2 A - T AN L T A T PO |
i e
o1, - € e R . . - -
e e L A T AL TS T A S E O P T 2 SIPCREPE R R
b atler fants 1Y F e Liorpl oo LAt Bes afel ot Sept spetere ¢ Tid Taer- i.
Pate Trlieralt e ot at gt i e lrom (F EAY
. L s
she ot cotest e w0 s L fanddeni e o o tarta,
-
e pranaling fthe rqenrnc e o1 At eere e s e autlten. . anpd ir¥4¥>f;,90' s
i
< ey ore [ IR NP LI - P I AT [] 3 sy Tar o . i e e s ' - H -
[RIETY I SRR e Clie AL e 0t Howi i [l {6730 i foroe, B : Pz
+ 3 - - - -
treatrent compditiones witl the gentricti.n that frete re 1 - 5. tas te ir
eaas b, condition, AcenTd T, e s o r bt sapraiatinne aniry Marler s




x
W o
! " Wi o
i LE
. “ W " ™' LT W Y "
¥ . B » ' LS s ! [ .
1 M ’ onl " B ! "
wo " ot " - I W [ | ' - ot .
' N i ' . ' wn - )
B . " ) o - " " v Y v . - . '
' i ' W " » [ " W w " » "
) N ¥ “ W o s y " . ) .,
) » 4 . o 4 . - i
- ™ b w " " " "
M ! " » I L8 o e e o b . .
. . o " w , - " yo W
- ') e w -, - B ' . .
) " . b s ' P - " C
" [ " u " - Vo Wt "W N . i
B ) - I h I we i .t . i -
- " v - ' . e by " -
- Ve . " ' wat M Wn " ' '
. I , " i w4 A w - '™ - n B o w " v
» w g ' k" o L i ™ [ [ W ')
. 3 ' " - * [» i M . w
» M W “! .4 . " N " -
» " » * ! b T ' wi v 4, i:x - w ! s v
" . " P - kN ™ e ™ " w i »
. " . 3 . - M - . w . . H [ N o f ) , )
w “ k4 ] " « o v,
. . . N o w e wn - " “ '
" - L - " - e ' b , . von " -
' " . " ' El * " v " '
. ! A 3 " o [ o : . ' I
! ' - . [ N " W I " “ o
f - v W Low ' o . " W .
,, ' " " '8 ' " s " " N
. o - . A ! 3 "
" “ - * " ' 4 (7 . " “ .
" - w " - . - ' Wt i .
- e ' . o | ., L . e
. o N " L "o W v [} . . .
e ‘ e - " . " w ,,: L » - LA " L " o W
. ' . I b - s " ] . - . .t
| wor . - - - ! N . . '
» % L “ - W - LS '
L ! v " e ™~ "l IR W' 3 - " " '
, - " Y - E o B g | - , . o
* - ! R ' " -y . i - b ]
' " w w w ! " - . ! 1 " ...., "
. " o - - - N - " n - N
- R s - & " X ™ ) ' - " .
. ' W - - . " '
- W ¥ - f oy - & e - Y w! ' " ™ "
" w . o ' M il - ‘ - N . -
d " - » " " oo - H - m. . . "o N ,
i [ o ' A ' v v M - W . '
» D . - LA . - "t " bt * e - '
N ! . ! 4 L ' o . e " ™ - Vo . ", )
.t A w - It " " & w W . " o [ " N
- ' " . - ™ ! b w b - . - ' .
- ot ™ ' o o W w il ¥ iy ™ b , W W i ™
N " iy * . e . ' [ W' M ' L w
- . ] i Bl ] - — . o o i ; . » Y
™ o .o i - - '
T " N - w wh el W - K W - ' . B
B - - " M W . - ' M M "
. . - i I o . - r - “ .
" N - . “r P o o I . " [ R
1 N X .: e ) B - » i ' M .
- W ' - . - . v ' ' .
" » - , " I . W . M | w w . f B .










wr

¢

'K

W

£

b

m










¢

\

Social Facilitation

£

the videotapv-alsent/audience-absent condition. The effect of the
*

cudience was « L for beth levels of v. ectape and failed significance,

F( : ) { (m the other hand, the videotape main effect was
signiTicant, F(1,33)=€.23, ¢ .05. After the learning criterion was
attained, subjects having the videctape present had more trials over

thar subjects in the videctape-absent cendition. The audience/videotape

ractior was nonsignificant,

res for the PS1 and activation-
ere conmpared for each treatment condition prior to
exposure to the experirenial conditions. In all comparisons
ne signlficant arousal differences (Fs 1.00) indicating that
sut jeote were essentially equal during tho pre~experimental perfod,
Thayer's ACL. The basal ACL scores were subtracted from scores
-trained in the experinental situation (after Trial 10) for both the

activaticn anc deactivatien subscales. High scores were indicative of

lor preater deactivation) in the experimenital situation.

dcactivaticon scores were each analvze

perferming with and

LS OnOe weTE v {oltivote i 3 {ealny, respec:




Social Facilitation
13
The deactivation subscale yielded a different pattern of results.
There were negligible differences between audience and no-audience
conditions,_{ 1.00. However, subjects in the videotape con&itions were
less deactivated from the basal to experimental situation (M= 1.87) than
subjects in the videotape-absent condition (M= 4.27), F (1,56)= 4.25, p

.05. The audience x videotape interaction was nonsignificant, F 1.00.

Palmar sweat prints. Nearly all of the 21 subjects, referred to

previously, decreased their rate of palmar sweating from the basal

period to the experimental situation. The rate of decrease was less for
subjects in the audience condition {(-2.61) than for subjects in the no-
audience condition (-13.81), These differences, however, were not
statistically sign{ficant, F (1,19) 1.00. A greater decrease from

basal scores was evident when subjects first began performing (M= -
13.78), but this trials main effect and the audience x trials interaction
were nonsignificant (Fs 1.00).

Correlations between arousal and performance measures. To determine

the covariation between arousal measures and the CE and VE performance
measures, product-moment correlation coefficients were calculated for

the varicus treatment conditons (See Table 3). Since the direction of

the performance scores in relation to the target was not of importance

for this analysis, the particular arcusal measure was correlated to the
subject's mean E score. Alsc included in Table 3 are correlations

between PSI and total error measures derived from data presented in

Martens (1%6bY, In each case, high palmar sweating was generally associated
with a greater ceviaticn frem the target. This pattern was saignificantly

correlatea for the VST rieasure in bMartens' cerbined treatments and

e
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approached statistical significance for Lhe‘videotape condition (VE) in
the present study. These correlations accounted for between 2% and 46%
of the variance.
The correlations between activation- and deactivation- ACL subscales

and E scores showed the same relationship as the PSI findings. Higher
!reported activation {(or lower deact.vation) resulted in greater E, but

only a few of the correlationz were significant.

Discussion '

The results of the present experiment replicate Martens' findings
in providing suppert for Zajonc's prediction for the initial stages of
moter learning. Subjects performing before an audience were more
variable in their periormance compared to subjects performing without an
audience. Evidence for the arousal mechanism underlying Zajonc':;
social facilitation hypothesis was indicated in the present study by
subjects in the presence of an audience having greater self-reported
arousal, and in some treq;mgpts this arousal was shown to be positively
correlated to their performance scores. It is clear from the performance
results of this studv, as well as Martemns' study, that the audience
effect for the variable error component accounts for a very small portion
of the variance ( = 2%). This relatively small effect is in accord
with most of the audiconce literature where the audience has been a group

of passive observers.

e
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This study did not replicate the CE data reported by Martens (1968,
1969a). Where his audience effects were most robust, our study failed
to find any differences whatscever. These differences could, of course,
be due to slight variations in apparatus (e.g., slide and cursor assembly)
and samples employed.A It is difficult to explain, however, why these

factors could systematically produce such dramatically different distributions.

Martens' data shows a very small MS

p error term (19.2), large learning

effects over trial blocks, and essentially negative deviations from the
coincident point on 88% of all trials. Our data from this study and our
7 two pilot studies demonstrate a large MSb error term (5543.48), no
S learning over trial blocks, and "bracketing" around the coincident point
with approximately an equal number of positive and negative deviations.
The constant error distribution found in ocur study is consistent with
/
other coincident-timing studies (e.gr; Christina & Buffan, 1976; Schmidt,
1969), whereas the distriéﬁtion reported by Martens is unique in the
motor learning literature. Marteng' distriﬁution is quite discrepant
even when we compare the data from Schmidt's (1969) study which employed
the same apparatus5 and conditions that Martens ;;ed with his alone
gro&p (See Figure 1). The bracketing evident in this study, and many
other coincident-timing studies (e.g., Christina & Buffan, 1976; Schmidt,
1969), is indicative of subjécts strategy to correct error based on
knowledge of results from previous trials. A more plausible explanati::
for the atypical constant exyor distribution obtained by Martens is that
there may have been some systematic bias in his measurement of error

magnitude.
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Figure 1 also reveals that even with 15 trials there is still con-
siderable variation about the zerc point. Our data, and a re-examination
of Martens' findings, suggest that consistent performance at or below
the criterion level (i.e., correct-dominant response) was not achieved.
Instead, it appears that the subjects were still in the initial stages
of learning where the incorrect response was dominant. This conclusion
calls into question the findings Martens reported for the later stagesr
of motor learning (Martens' "performance phase'"). Although audience
effects were found for this phase of skill learning, it would be very
difficult to maintain that they were a result of a change in habit
strength once the criterion was supposedly attained. As Cottrell (1972,
pp. 207-208) has pointed out, there is a problem in identifying the
dominant habit in this type of sequentially organized response. This
could possibly be due to the lack of floor effects without which it is
impossible to know with assurance when a .50 probabildty of co£;ectly
responding has been achieved, It is quite apparent that predictions
concerning social facilitation are only meaningful on certain kinds of
motor tasks. Since Martens' research reports, social facilitation
investig;tors (Carron & Bennett, 1976; L~nders, Brawley, & Hale, 1978)
have identified some motor tasks where drive theory predictions can hi
tested.

Considering the audience and videotape conditions in the present
study, the audience had the greater effect upon performance, although
the videotape condition did affect performance after the criterion was

attained. It 1s interesting that the audience and videotape conditioms,

when combined, did not interact to produce greater arousal increments
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and performance decrements in this treatment condition. This finding is
in agreement with the problem-solving performance results of Laughlin
and Wong-McCarthy (1975),

There is also some indication in the present study and Martens'
study that physiological arousal may be the underlying mechaniem for the
obtained audience effects. As Geen and Gange (1977) point out, "most of
the experiments that have been conducted to date to test the dri;e
theory of social facilitation have been derived from the Hullian notion
of irrelevant drive, and have not involved any assumptions concerning
possible underlying physiological mechanisms" (p. 1273). From the PSI
and self-report ACL correlations with performance measures, it appears
that arousal is inversely related to performance quality during the
initial stage of learning. This is supported primarily from correlations
be.ween arousal and performance mrasuics when the treatments were combined.
In other instances, the Ns were too small for meaningful statistical
comparigons, but at least these correlations showed that the direction
of the relationship was consistent (See Table 3). It appears that these
arousal measures may be tapping the same mechanism underlying performance.
The tendency for positive correlations between arousal and performance
measures 1s consistent with drive theory predictions. It also provides
some support for arousal-activation theorists who have equated drive %
with physiological activity.

The findings of the present study were consistent with the results
of other studies (Cohen & Davis, 1973; Karst & Most, 1973) showing a
decrease in palmar sweating from the bzsal to experimental situation.
Martens' res;lts showed an increase in palmar sweating during this same

period, and this increase remained stable over trials. This difference

I
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is surprising since comparable experirental conditione were emploved.
Our only departure from Martens' procedures was in using approximfzely |
two fcwer audience members. The size of the audience, howcver, has not i
4

been shown to be linearly related to arousal and motor performance |
measures (Landers & McCullagh, 1976; Wankel, 1977). From the results of
this and other audience studies, it is unlikely that these disparate
palmar sweat findings depend on ;hether the audience 1is physically
present or remote (Geen & Gange, 1977). Nor is it likely due to subjects’
focus on the stressful environment versus their own thoughts and feelings
(Martens, 1969b). The bidirectionality of the PSI under comparable
experimental conditions may be due to the inherent unreliability in
applying the solution or to other potential problems with this measure.
This technique might be improved further Ly using Harris, Polk and
Willis' (1972) modifications of the PSI. One impozta;t modification is
the incorporation of twice the amount of coloidal graphite in the chemical
solution to provide the sharpest possible contrast. By incorporating

i

this and other modificati&ns q; the PSI technique (Harris et al., 19?2),
greater clarity should be agﬂieved without resorting to less desirable
procedures. 1In addition to Harris et al.'s modifications, other measures
of palmar sweating are now available that circumvent many of the problems
encountered with the PSI (Harris et al., 1972; Strahan, Todd, & Inglis,
1974),

On the other hand, the decreases in sweating may, as Cohen and
Davis (1973) suggest, indicate that subjects reduce their initial levels

of apprehension once they become familiar with the experimental procedures.

Cohen and Davis' (1973) results support a learned-drive interpretation
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of audience effects 11 thal 1¢arned Arives o0 w haltlt ntio g efteits ey
trials., Due to ::he provleme rentd ned carlivr, ur naonsdsr (64, ot 1]
Tesults muet Lo re,arded with Cgnticon. e were, Beweter, coLtortive
cf Colen and Lavis' (1973 Interpretation and wore ot oat all oo rtive
of & pattern that cajouc {Note 3) rairtsine weuld reflect an irnate

drive,

[t is dmportant to consider the Martens' srudy in Eistarical
perspective. Zajonc's (1965) social facilitation hopothestis, follnwed
clesely by Martens impressive support for it, captured the attention of
many soclal psychologists and lured them to this seemingly fertile field
of investigation, 1In hindsight, 1t now appears that much of this iritial

enthusiasm was unwarranted, Despite claims to the contrary (Cottrell,
1372; Zajonc, 196;; Note 3), there was ro clear support in the social
facil{tation literature prior to 1965 thgy audience effects produced

;
significant performance decrements duriﬁgfsubjects' initial learning of
a novel task (gec Landers & McCullagh 1976, pp. 133-135, for a re-*ew).
It 1s true that since 1965 audience effects consistent with a drive

theory interpretation gf/social faci{litation are found with some degre-
'd

of regularity. It is also true that Zsjonc's drive theory analvsis

s8till provides a more parsimonious explanation than alternative ¢explanations

based on current cognitive views of behavior (Geen & Gange, 192?}. in

the past decade the focus has been on explaining, as simply as pessible,
statistically reliable findings rather than deternining their predictive
significance. At best, audience effects from iaboratory exreri;Ents ol

L 4

moter behavior appear to be quite small (accounting for 1-3% cof the

variance), alrost to the extent of being of trivial predi.live significsnce.

1
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Social Facilitation
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Tatle 1

Means and Standard Deviations for Constant, Variable, and Total Error

i

(msec) Under Different Conditicns cf Audience, Videotape and Blocks of Trials

Audience Present/ Audience Videotape Audience Absent/
Blocks Videotape Present Present Present Videotape Absent
of
Trials CE. VE E CE VE E CE VE E CE VE E
o ey
1 —13.32‘b £6.90 114,24 6.41 73.83  B6.35 7.16 63.41 77.82 -13.41 64.95 96,51
(82.75) (57.31) {40.60) (40.03) (+5.63) (47.80) (45.99) (27.54) (39.51) (89.37) (48.46) (59.06)
Z -3.45 54.89 73,42 ~-16.83 52.00 61.82 -7.91 42.99 59.41 -6.85 44,95 62.38
(51,80 (21.89) (30.58) (30,48} (20.85) (26.53) (45.59) (19.72) (19.64) (45.96) (20.31) (25.32)
3 -20,01 5C.68 70,12 -12.31 57.91 71.27 -8,16 44.00 49,60 -7.49 41,48 50.10
(37.2%) {33,98) (29.08) (41.17) (33.41) (25.49) (20.40) (13.64) (13.37) (26.34) (21.59) (18.81)
aNegative cign indicates subjecte' response was éarly.
anlueé in parentheses are standard deviations.

1)

x4
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Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations for Trials-to-Criterion Measures

Measures Audience Present/ Audience Videotape Audience Absent/ All
Videotape Present Present Present Videotape Absent Groups
Trials to Criterion (.90 msec)
Martens' Study 16.8 a 10.00 13.40
(9.01) (8.46) (7.89)
Present Study 12.87 13.20 10,20 10.40 11.67
(11.53) (10.09) (8.65) (8.34) (9.00)
Trials + .30 msec After
Critericn Attainment
|
Martens' Study 3.00 2.97 2.98 | o
(1.41) (2.09) (1.91) 8
»
Present Study 5.13 3.50 4.33 2.92 3.86 -8
(2.53) (1.41) (1.58) (1 88) (1.67) B
('8
=
(S
o
8yalues in parentheses are standard deviations. r
Q
3

0

(-3




Correlations Between Arousal and Total Error Measures for

Table 3

Martens' Study and the Present Study

Arousal Audience Present/ Audience Videotape Audience Abseng/ All
Measures Videotape Present Present Present Videotape Present Conditions
N r N r N r N r R r
Martens, Study 24 13 - - - - 24 .15 48 L 30%*%
PSI
Present Study a
PS1 6 .18 - - 6 .68%* 9 .49 21 .31
High Activation 15 .35 15 .25 15 .33 15 .32 60 L26%%
Deactivation 15 -.36 15 14 15 -.16 15 -.56%% 60 -, 23%%
aThe Audience and audi... 2/videotape conditions were combined for this correlation.

*p <.10
*%p <, 05

3.

(O]
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Social Facilitation
1] 30

Figure Captions

Figure 1. Mean constant error scores for subjects in "alone" ccu-

ditions in the present study compared tc Martens' and Schmidt'e studi.s.
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